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2.5 SITE CHARACTERISTICS  
The Plating Shop operated between 1963 and 1971 and produced and disposed of metal plating 
wastewater bath solutions containing chromium, cadmium, nickel, copper, silver and cyanide. An 
estimated 40 gallons of plating wastes were documented as being disposed of in the building’s leach 
field. Between 1971 and 1988, the plating wastes were rerouted into the storm drain and sanitary 
sewer systems. After 1988, all plating wastes were drummed and properly disposed of. A site 
investigation conducted in 1990 and 1991 identified metal contamination, including hexavalent 
chromium in soil and groundwater. A RI was conducted in 1993 and 1994 (Ogden 1995) and a 
RCRA (Resource Conservation and Recovery Act) Facility Investigation (RFI) was conducted in 
1997 (Ogden 1997). The RI identified elevated concentrations of metals and cyanide in soil and 
groundwater in the leach field area. However, the RI concluded that because of the absence of 
exposure pathways to humans and ecological receptors, no remedial program was required. The RFI 
concluded that groundwater monitoring was needed.  

As a result of the previous environmental investigations at the Former SRF, 23 groundwater 
monitoring wells were present. Because none of the previous investigations provided an overall 
evaluation of the chemistry, contaminants, and flow direction of the groundwater beneath the Former 
SRF, a groundwater assessment was conducted beginning in 1998 to evaluate groundwater 
conditions.  

On the basis of previously identified groundwater contamination, the Former SRF groundwater was 
designated as AOC-1 and was divided into three study areas: Study Area 1 – Plating Shop Leach 
Field; Study Area 2 – Building 21; and Study Area 3 – “Back 40” Lot (Figure 2). Initially, 
groundwater sampling consisted of four quarters of monitoring all existing wells at the Former SRF. 
Following the end of the first year of monitoring, it was determined that only Study Area 1 – Plating 
Shop Leach Field required additional monitoring primarily because of the presence of hexavalent 
chromium at levels exceeding the NRWQC criterion of 50 µg/L. Additionally due to the presence of 
hexavalent chromium in groundwater, the Navy conducted a non-time-critical soil removal action to 
prevent further migration of soil contaminants to the groundwater and to protect human health and 
the environment.  

Additional monitoring was required to assess the effectiveness of the non-time-critical removal 
action and natural attenuation processes in reducing hexavalent chromium concentrations in 
groundwater. This monitoring was discontinued in 2003 after it was determined that hexavalent 
chromium concentrations have been effectively reduced to levels at or near the conservative 
NRWQC criterion. 

2.6 CURRENT AND POTENTIAL FUTURE SITE AND RESOURCE USES 
Current Use. The Former SRF was leased in 1997 to the Government of Guam, which in turn 
subleased the facility to a company as a shipyard. A Finding of Suitability for Lease (FOSL), dated 
April 1997, describes the environmentally related restrictions put in place regarding the lease of the 
facility. 

Future Use. The Guam Land Use Plan (GLUP) has identified the property for continued industrial 
use (GEDA 1996).  

2.7 SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS 
The investigation activities determined that the Plating Shop Leach Field site did not pose a 
significant threat to human health or the environment primarily because there were no complete 
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exposure pathways to humans or ecological receptors. Therefore, no risk evaluation was conducted. 
However, “hot spot” removal of soil impacted by elevated concentrations of hexavalent chromium 
was recommended to reduce concentrations of hexavalent chromium in groundwater. The BCT 
concurred that “hot spot” removal was required.  

The soil removal action at the Plating Shop Leach Field was selected to eliminate leaching of 
hexavalent chromium contamination to groundwater. Excavation and disposal of chromium-
contaminated soil was conducted until the remaining chromium concentrations were at or below the 
cleanup goal ,established as the EPA Region IX PRG for industrial land use (EPA Region IX 2004). 
Confirmation soil samples collected after the impacted soils were removed indicate that cleanup goal 
was met and, with the exception of one duplicate sample collected in the north side wall, all metals 
concentrations were below EPA Region IX PRGs for residential land use (EPA Region IX 2004). 
The removal action effectively reduced soil contamination down to levels suitable for unrestricted 
use.  

The groundwater pathway was evaluated against the NRWQC level for hexavalent chromium, and 
the data indicated that hexavalent chromium did not represent an environmental risk. It was assumed 
that substantial dilution and attenuation would occur before any groundwater discharge to the marine 
waters of Apra Harbor. Although no environmental risks were identified, long-term monitoring was 
conducted to ensure that hexavalent chromium concentrations were attenuating, stabilized, and not 
migrating to marine waters in Apra Harbor. Monitoring has shown that only well SRF003 had 
hexavalent chromium concentrations exceeding the criterion. SRF-012 was found to contain 
concentrations of hexavalent chromium essentially at the NRWQC in 2 of the 10 sampling events, 
and hexavalent chromium was not detected above the NRWQC in the last 4 sampling rounds. The 
long-term monitoring program has shown that over time hexavalent chromium concentrations have 
been effectively reduced to levels at or near the conservative NRWQC. Incidentally, these 
concentrations were also found to be below the GEPA Primary Safe Drinking Water maximum 
contaminant level. Additionally, wells located downgradient of SRF003 did not show elevated 
hexavalent chromium concentrations, indicating no lateral migration of groundwater to inner Apra 
harbor. These results indicate that groundwater underlying the site are suitable for their intended use 
as marine waters. 

2.8 RESPONSE ACTION SUMMARY 
The removal action, conducted from December 1998 through February 1999, consisted of the 
excavation of approximately 171 tons of chromium-contaminated soil from “hot spot” areas of the 
Plating Shop Leach Field site. The excavation area measured approximately 18 feet by 25 feet by 5.5 
feet deep. Excavated soils, along with piping and concrete debris, were placed directly into 
Supersacks and shipped off island to Chemical Waste Management’s Kettleman Hills facility in 
California, which is approved to accept CERCLA waste. Confirmation samples were collected from 
within the excavated areas and submitted for laboratory analysis. These samples were analyzed for 
total and hexavalent chromium. The analytical results were compared to EPA Region IX industrial 
and residential PRGs. Based on confirmation sample results, it was concluded that the removal 
action objectives have been met, the site soils are suitable for unrestricted use, and no further 
response action is required. Following confirmation sample analysis, the excavation was backfilled 
with clean, onsite borrow materials.  

2.9 DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES  
No significant changes to the Proposed Plan were required based on the public comments received 
(see Appendix B). 
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3. Responsiveness Summary 
The public comment period for the Proposed Plan was held between 24 May 2005 and 22 June 2005. 
No written comments were received during this period; however, verbal comments were received 
during a public meeting for the Proposed Plan held on 24 May 2005. Responses to these verbal 
comments are presented in Appendix B. 

3.1 COMMUNITY PREFERENCES 
No community preferences were requested or identified. 

3.2 INTEGRATION OF COMMENTS 
The comments received and the corresponding responses to them are integrated in Appendix B. No 
changes to the decision are indicated in these comments. 

3.3 EPA REGION IX AGREEMENT WITH SELECTED REMEDY 
The EPA agrees with the proposed no further response action (see Attachment A). 
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Attachment A 
Letter from EPA Region IX: 

Agreement with Selected Remedy 

 





UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION IX 

Leighton Wong 
Department of the Navy 

75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

September 21, 2005 

Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Pacific 
258 Makalapa Drive, STE 100 
Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 96860-3134 

RE: Decision Document, AOC-1 and Plating Shop Leach Field Site. Former Naval Ship Repair 
Facility, APRA Harbor Naval Complex., Guam, July 2005. 

Dear Mr. Wong: 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX (EPA) has reviewed the Draft Decision 
Document. AOC-I and Plating Shop Leach Field Site, Former Naval Ship Repair Facility, APRA 
Harbor. Naval Complex, Guam dated July 2005. 

The selected remedy for AOC-1 and the Plating Shop Leach Field Decision Document is no 
further response action. The EPA is in agreement that the CERCLA removal action of 
approximately 171 tons of metals contaminated soil was effective in the removal ofHexavalent 
Chromium in soils and its source to groundwater. 1n addition, results of the post-removal five­
year groundwater monitoring evaluation demonstrate that groundwater concentrations of 
hexavalent chromium have declined to levels protective for human health and the environment. 

The Department of the Navy has worked in cooperation with EPA and the Guam Environmental 
Protection Agency regarding remedy selection for this Site. Accordingly, EPA is in agreement 
that this property is in a protective state for human health and the environment, and that no 
further response action is necessary. 

We wish to thank the Navy for the opportunity to be involved in the work at Area of Concern 1 
and the Plating Shop Leach Field. We look forward to continuing to work with the Navy and 
Guam EPA in theJuture. 
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cc: Richard Hosokawa, NA VF AC Hawaii 
Walter Leon Guerrero, Guam EPA 
John Chesnutt, USEPA 
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Attachment B 
Response to Comments 

 





September 2005 Response to Comments Appendix B 
Project Title: Draft Decision Document AOC-1 and Plating Shop Leach Field Site 

Former Naval Ship Repair Facility, Apra Harbor Naval Complex, Guam 
Reviewer: Michael Wolfram, USEPA Region IX 

Date: August 18, 2005 

 
 

Comment 
No. 

Section 
No. Comment 

1 Page 1 of 
17, Section 

1.2 

Statement of Basis and Purpose. Please note and change language in the last sentence to 
reflect the fact that for non-NPL Sites, EPA provides letters of agreement, as opposed to letters 
of concurrence. 

Response: The word “Concurrence” was replaced with the word “Agreement’. 

2 Section 2, 
Table 1 

The PRE table is comparing mixed chromium from soils but the text references hexavalent 
chromium. Please correct this inconsistency. 

Response: Table 1 is the summary of confirmation sampling results rather than a PRE table. The word “hexavalent” has 
been removed from the paragraphs in Section 2.2.1 that discuss chromium in soil. 

3 Section 2, 
Table 2 

Please include the July 2004 groundwater result to support the claim that this well is no longer 
presenting results of concern for chromium. The overall trend of chromium is variable. 

Response: Following the 2003 sampling event, it was recommended that monitoring be discontinued. The BCT agreed with 
this recommendation and, as a result, no additional data are available.  

4 Section 2 Please include in Figure 2 areas of soil removal and location of confirmation samples. Also 
include a table of the confirmation sample results compared to the screening levels and PRGs. 
Include sample depths with locations. 

Response: The area of soil removal is already shown on Figure 3 rather than Figure 2. Confirmation sample locations and 
sample depths have been added in a new figure (Figure 4). The existing Table 1 provides the summary of confirmation 
samples and corresponding results. Because the confirmation samples were composites, specific sample depths are not 
provided in the table. However, the general sample location description (i.e., north sidewall) is provided in the table. Figure 4 
now shows each sample location and associated sample depth. 
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